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The preszent application u/z 19 of the administrative
Trivunals Act, 1525, filed Ly the Union of India % Ors. is
directed against the imgugned order passed by the Commissioner,
Worknen's Compsnsation asct, 1923, Ajner (Eor short the‘Act)
dated 29.2.22 awariing a compensaticn of ke 27,000/~ with inter-
23t amounting £o Rs.17,5507~-, total Rz.44,5507 - o smt. Rama
Rani.

2. The facts of the casz ars as £21llows. The respondant/

non ap@licant is the wildow of late Shri Ram Dass, who was Serving

az MSA(I) in ths Western Rallway at Phulera wvhen he had
: N
ccllapesd =zt Foint 110,12 at FHishangarh on 12.3.31 and soaonafter
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dled in s Hospital there t2 heart failure. Tt is contended
mn behzalf of the petitionzrs that the death was dus to hesart
failare znd it was nct Joue £o any accidznt and as suach the
respondent 's case iz nak coversed by the grovisions 5f£ the Act.

It i2 also plezxdesd that the authority uander the z2t had no

jurizdiction £o entertain the pressent claim. The impugned order

mgﬁm iz =s33il=3 on the ground of its x ing void.
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3. We have heard Shri H.C. Meena, Las Aszsistant, d2partmen-

tal rep esentative on behalf of the petitioners. We have also

‘heard the learned =ounsel for the rezpendent and have carefully
gone through the records.
4. The impugned ordef vas passed by the Commissioner,
workren's Comgensation Act; 1923 on 29.,2.%2, Howaver, this
petition challenging the said order was presanted in this
Tribunal on 22.7.93, mach besyond 2 7ezar of the osrder. The
learned counsel for the réspbndent submitzs that the limitation
pfescribed for prefering an appeal u/s 30 of thz Act is 60 days.
In any cass the present pstition is barred by limitation.
5e The learnsed counsel for the respondent has drawn our

' (e)
atteption to the second proviss ko Section 30{1)/of the 2ot
whish lays down that no apgezl by an employer nnder Clanss (3)

chall lies unless the memorandum of appeal is accompanisd by a
certificszte by the Zommissicner to the effect that the appellant
haz depositzd with him th: amount payable uander the order

appealed zgainst. 170 such certificats by the concernsd Commi-

Even otherwise the

ssioner is wn the record. present petition
iz not malnt41n:olc on merits. It is evident that the deceasad
actually f=11 ill during the courss of his employment. His

illness may not he external injury but it was uanguest ionably

injury to the heart, The objact of the provisions contained
in the Act is to give financial sssistance to the hzlpless
derznlants of the family. We, however, feel that the impugned
order passed by thevlearned Commissicner was justi fied.
6 The result is that the petition is Jdismissed as being
not maintainable ani Jdewvoid of merits. There shéll bz no order
as to costs.
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